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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 10, 19, and 28 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 5, 7, 10, 11, 14, 16, 19, 20, 23, 25, 28, 29, 32, and 34 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) in 
view of Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407) and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302). 

5. Regarding claims 1 , 10, 19, and 28 Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) teaches a 
system comprising: 

a. An interface of a target application in a device, the interface comprising 
a plurality of operations to be selected by a user (column 8, lines 51- 
54). Note that the interface is the web page. 

b. A monitoring unit configured to monitor data of selecting of the plurality 
of operations of the interface by the user, the monitored data being in a 
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form of a map mapping key data in a key portion of the map to 
respective value data in a corresponding value data portion (column 8, 
lines 51-59; column 9, lines 3-9; column 1 1 , lines 49-51 ). Note that the 
use of a database for storage inherently requires mapping a key data 
to a value data for all data. 

c. A communicating unit configured to receive the monitored data, and to 
communicate the monitored data (column 9, lines 51-53). 

d. Wherein the monitoring unit and communicating unit are self-contained 
in the device and wherein the monitoring unit is configured to generate 
the monitored data without any initial external communication 
connection by the communicating unit (abstract; column 9, lines 16-20, 
51-53). Note that the abstract points out that the tracking program may 
come from a different server and the specification points out that it may 
be loaded onto the client and require no download. Further note that 
the monitoring and communication can be done on a site stored in the 
cache. 

Although the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) shows 
substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose specifically means for 
creating a log of the monitored information at the monitored device for later 
communication. The reference of Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) immediately sends 
information to a database as it is collected. Further, it fails to teach means wherein the 
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target application is self-contained in the device prior to any initial external 
communication connection by the communication unit. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), as 
evidenced by Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407) and Hensley et al. (USPN 
5,333,302). 

In an analogous art, Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407) discloses a system for 
monitoring user input to an interface with means for creating a log of the monitored 
information at the monitored device for later communication (column 5, lines 2-4, 37-40, 
46-53). 

Given the teaching of Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), a person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) by employing a local log of the monitored data 
that is subsequently communicated. This benefits the system by allowing the 
monitoring to continue and data to be stored even when the machine is not connected 
to the network, such as viewing a cached page. 

Further, in an analogous art, Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) teach a system for 
monitoring user input wherein the target application is self-contained in the device prior 
to any initial external communication connection by the communication unit (column 1 , 
lines 15-19; column 2, lines 46-59; column 6, lines 40-49). 

Given the teaching of Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), a person having ordinary 
skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
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modifying the system of Davis by having the target application self-contained in the 
device. This benefits the system by allowing for monitoring the usage of a locally stored 
application that may be pre-loaded on the monitored device for user-friendliness as 
pointed out in Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) (column 1, lines 16-19). 

6. Regarding claims 2,11, 20, and 29, Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) teach all the 
limitations as applied to claims 1, 10, 19, and 28, respectively. They further teach 
means wherein the target application is a software application and the interface is a 
display screen of the software application (column 8, lines 51-54). 

7. Regarding claims 5, 14, 23, and 32, although the system disclosed by Davis et 
al. (USPN 6,643,696) (as applied to claims 1, 10, 19, and 28, respectively) shows 
substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the 
communicating unit sends the log of the monitored data when the user exits the target 
application. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), as 
evidenced by Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407). 

In an analogous art, Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407) discloses a system for 
monitoring user input to an interface wherein the communicating unit sends the log of 
the monitored data when the user exits the target application (column 5, lines 47-53). 

Given the teaching of Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), a person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) by employing the sending of a log when a user 
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exits a target application. This benefits the system by decreasing network traffic 
created by the monitoring program. 

8. Regarding claims 7, 16, 25, and 34, Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696) teach all the 
limitations as applied to claims 1 , 10, 19, and 28, respectively. They further teach 
means wherein the key data and the value data in the map both contain string data 
(column 8, lines 54-59). Note that the information would include string data such as 
what is being selected. 

9. Claims 8, 17, 26, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III etal. (USPN 
6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) as applied to claims 1, 10, 19, and 28 
above, and further in view of Fujiyama et al. (USPN 6,336,141 ). 

10. Regarding claims 8, 17, 26, and 35, Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, 
and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) teach all the limitations as applied to claims 1,10, 
19, and 28, respectively. They further teach means wherein the value data portion 
includes vectors that contain string data (column 8, lines 50-59). Note that certain 
monitoring values would have multiple values for one session. 

Although the system disclosed by Davis, Middleton, and Hensley et al. (USPN 
5,333,302) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose 
specifically that plural vectors are used wherein each vector contains an array of string 
data. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Davis, Middleton, III et al. (USPN 
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6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), as evidenced by Fujiyama et al. 
(USPN 6,336,141). 

In an analogous art, Fujiyama et al. (USPN 6,336,141) disclose a system for 
storing network element monitored data in a log. In the log, there are plural vectors 
each of which corresponds to an array of string data (figure 9; figure 12). Note that in 
the reference, each column of the log would be an array of string data with some null 
values. 

Given the teaching of Fujiyama et al. (USPN 6,336,141), a person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying Davis, Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 
5,333,302) by employing the use of plural vectors in the log (map structure) to store the 
data. This benefits the system by making the data easier to store and read. Note that 
any type of map structure that maps key data to their data types would work. 

11. Claims 3, 6, 12, 15, 21, 24, 30, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, and Hensley et al. 
(USPN 5,333,302) as applied to claims 1, 10, 19, and 28, respectively above, and 
further in view of Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216). 

12. Regarding claims 3, 4, 12, 13, 21, 22, and 30, and 31, Davis etal. (USPN 
6,643,696), Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) 
teach all of the limitations as applied to claims, 1, 10, 19, and 28, respectively. 

Although the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et 
al. (USPN 6,393,407) and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) shows substantial features 
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of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the target application is an 
image forming device and the interface is an operation panel of the image forming 
device. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), 
Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), as 
evidenced by Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216). 

In an analogous art, Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216) discloses a system for 
communicating user configuration of an image forming device wherein the target 
application is an image forming device and the interface is an operation panel of the 
image forming device (figure 1 ; figure 5). 

Given the teaching of Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216), a person having ordinary 
skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and 
Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) by employing the concept of usage monitoring on the 
image forming device. Image forming devices are often located remotely from their 
manufacturers and maintenance contractors. By monitoring usage and errors, the 
contractors can more quickly and accurately diagnose and remedy problems with the 
machine benefiting the client and the contractor. 

13. Regarding claims 4, 13, 22, and 31, Davis etal. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III 
et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) teach all of the 
limitations as applied to claims, 1, 10, 19, and 28, respectively. 
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Although the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et 
al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) shows substantial features 
of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the target application is an 
appliance and the interface is an operation panel of the appliance. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), 
Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), as 
evidenced by Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216). 

In an analogous art, Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216) discloses a system for 
communicating user configuration of an image-forming device wherein the target 
application is an appliance and the interface is an operation panel of the appliance, 
(figure 1 ; figure 5). Note that the term "appliance" is vague and is taken here to be any 
type of equipment with a user interface and a business or household application. 

Given the teaching of Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216), a person having ordinary 
skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and 
Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) by employing the concept of usage monitoring on the 
image forming device. Image forming devices are often located remotely from their 
manufacturers and maintenance contractors. By monitoring usage and errors, the 
contractors can more quickly and accurately diagnose and remedy problems with the 
machine benefiting the client and the contractor. 
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14. Regarding claims 6, 15, 24, and 33, Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III 
et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) teach all of the 
limitations as applied to claims, 1, 10, 19, and 28, respectively. 

Although the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et 
al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) shows substantial features 
of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means comprising a setting unit configured 
to set a number of sessions of the target application to be executed by the user prior to 
the communicating unit communicating the log of the monitored data. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), 
Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), as 
evidenced by Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216). 

In an analogous art, Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216) discloses a system for 
communicating user configuration to a central server comprising a setting unit 
configured to set a number of sessions of the target application to be executed by the 
user prior to the communicating unit communicating the log of the monitored data 
(figure 12). Note that in the reference, analyzing the settings leads to communication 
with the server. 

Given the teaching of Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216), a person having ordinary 
skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), and 
Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302) by employing the use of a variable to note how many 
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times an action occurs before sending data. This benefits the system because during 
slow use periods, wasted communications can be avoided to reduce traffic and 
processor load. 

15. Claims 9, 18, 27, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et al. (USPN 
6,393,407), Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), and Fujiyama et al. (USPN 6,336,141) as 
applied to claims 8, 17, 26, and 35 above, and further in view of Motoyama (USPN 
5,887,216). 

16. Regarding claims 9, 18, 27, and 36, Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III 
et al. (USPN 6,393,407), Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), and Fujiyama et al. (USPN 
6,336,141) teach all of the limitations as applied to claims 8, 17, 26, and 35, 
respectively. 

Although the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et 
al. (USPN 6,393,407), Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), and Fujiyama et al. (USPN 
6,336,141) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose 
means wherein the communicating unit communicates the log of the monitored data by 
Internet mail. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an 
obvious modification of the system disclosed by Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), 
Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), Hensley et al. (USPN 5,333,302), and Fujiyama 
et al. (USPN 6,336,141), as evidenced by Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216). 
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In an analogous art, Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216) discloses a system for 
communicating user configuration to a central server comprising means wherein the 
communicating unit communicates the log of the monitored data by Internet mail 
(column 4, lines 39-42). 

Given the teaching of Motoyama (USPN 5,887,216), a person having ordinary 
skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying Davis et al. (USPN 6,643,696), Middleton, III et al. (USPN 6,393,407), 
Hensley, and Fujiyama et al. (USPN 6,336,141) by employing the use of the Internet for 
communication back to the central server. This allows the system to be monitored by 
entities outside the operating network and for increased security in the transmission of 
the log files. The central server can reside at a contractor facility and allow for 
maintenance from that location rather than an on-site visit. 

Conclusion 

17. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin Parton whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3958. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571)272-3949. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Kevin Parton 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 53 
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